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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 /M/bT ^ commumcabon. even if timely filed, may reduce any 

Status 

1)H Responsive to communication(s) filed on 29 Mav 2003 
2am This action is FINAL. 2b)n This action is non-final 

4) 13 Claim(s) Ml is/are pending in the application. 
4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Claim(s) 1-6 and 8-11 is/are rejected. 
7M Claim(s) 7 is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement 

Application Papers 

9) 0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) 0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant fnay not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held In abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 85(a) 

1 1) D The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)^ approved b)^ disapproved by the Examiner. 

If approved, con-ected drawings are required in reply to this Office action. 
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15) U Acknowledgment is made of a daim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

•^^*®II '"To°*?fu°''.^'"®^ '"^^f^'O" ™t identically disclosed or described as set 

forth in sedion 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prm art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 

SSi;i!![fch^on 11^ to '^^'''^ said subject matter pertains. 

Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 

3. Claims 1-4 and 10-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Devaux et al . (of record). 

Devaux et al. teaches a transmission line strip which is surrounded by air. The 
line (i.e. a high speed interconnection system) is supported by dielectric support 
sections (2) (Claim 4). A ground plate backplane (3, 4) is provided at the top and 
bottom (Claim 3). The line has minimized disturbance of propagation (i.e. it is 
impedance matched since reflections, which are a result of impedance mismatch, are a 
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type of disturbance which is associated with transmission lines, and Devaux is teaching 
minimizing disturbance) (see Col. 1, lines 32-37) (Claim 2). 

However. Devaux does not explicitly teach that the structure includes a plurality 
of transmission lines (Claims 1 and 11). or that the conductors are round cross section 
(Claim 10). 

It would have been considered obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
provided a plurality of the transmission lines in the Devaux structure, because it would 
have provided the advantageous benefit of interconnections for a pre-selected quantity 
of devices or additional devices. Also, it would have been considered obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to have modified the Devaux transmission line to have been of a 
round cross section such as a wire, because it would have provided a well-known art- 
recognized equivalent conductive transmission line means. 
4. Claims 5-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Devaux et al. (of record) in view of Perez (of record). 

Devaux teaches a transmission structure as described above. 

However. Devaux does not explicitly teach that the structure has a housing 
(Claim 5) including a base and a cover (Claim 6). 

Perez (Fig. 2) teaches a housing having a base and a cover. 

It would have been considered obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
included a housing including a cover and base such as taught by Perez in the Devaux 
structure, because it would have provided the advantageous benefit of electrical 
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isolation of the transmission line system, thereby suggesting the obviousness of such a 
modification. 

5. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Devaux et 
al. (of record) in view of Lao et al. (of record). 

Devaux teaches a transmission structure as described above. 

However, Devaux does not explicitly teach that the transmission lines have signal 
tabs on their ends for connecting to a system. 

Lao et al. (Fig. 1 1) teaches a transmission line (52) which has a tab part for 
connecting to a connector. 

It would have been considered obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
modified the Devaux transmission lines to have included tabs on their ends such as 
taught by Lao et al., because it would have provided the advantageous benefit of 
connector contact areas for connecting to a device system. 

6. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Devaux et 
al. in view of Perez and Palinkas (all of record). 

Devaux et al. teaches a transmission line system as described above. 

However, Devaux does not explicitly teach how the ground planes are connected 
to a ground. 

Perez teaches a housing as described above. 

Palinkas teaches connecting a ground plane to a housing by solder (see Col. 3. 
lines 55-56). 
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It would have been considered obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
provided a housing and cover such as taught by Perez with the Devaux structure 
(combination described above in a previous rejection) and to have used solder points 
(i.e. tabs), such as taught by Palinkas, to have joined the ground plane of the Devaux 
structure to the conductive housing in the combination structure of Devaux and Perez, 
because it would have provided a well-known means for connecting the ground plane to 
the grounded housing in a conductive manner to effectively form the necessary 
common ground reference between the housing and the ground planes, thereby 
suggesting the obviousness of such a modification. 

Response to Arguments 
7. Applicant's arguments filed 5/29/03 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Regarding Claims 1 and 1 1 , Applicant argues that Devaux does not teach that 
the transmission line is impedance matched and that Devaux is only concerned with 
disturbances of a mechanical nature. 

The examiner disagrees with applicant. A fair reading of the reference would 
imply that the transmission line is indeed impedance matched since Devaux clearly 
refers to the impedance of the line and disturbance of propagation in the transmission 
line as well as mechanical disturbances. If reflections (a form of disturbance in 
transmission lines) caused by impedance mismatch were present in the Devaux device, 
the Devaux device then would not meet the criteria of minimizing disturbance of 
propagation as taught by Devaux (e.g. see Col. 1, lines 33-37). 

1 
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Regarding Claim 2, Applicant argues that Devaux does not teach that the 
distance between the ground planes and the transmission line is related to the 
impedance of the system. 

Applicant's argument is not persuasive. As is conventional when referring to 
transmission lines, the characteristic impedance is directly related to the conductive 
transmission line and its distance from its ground planes. Since Devaux teaches 
impedance matching as discussed above, clearly it is implied that the distance to the 
ground planes is a pre-determined distance to provide the impedance match. 



Allowable Subject Matter 

8. Claim 7 remains objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Stephen E. Jones whose telephone number is 703-305- 
0390. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 8 AM to 
4 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor. Robert J. Pascal can be reached on 703-308-4909. The fax phone numbers 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703-308-6251 
for regular communications and 703-308-6251 for After Final communications. 

Any Inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-308- 
0956. 



SEJ 

June 9. 2003 




